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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

1 . This communication is considered fully responsive to the Amendment filed on 
September 8, 2009. The following is a new ground rejection. 

Claim Objections 

2. Claims 15-22 are objected to under 37 CFR 1 .75(c) because of the following 
informalities: 

Regarding claim 15, it is suggested to change the term "the available bandwidth" 
in line 6 to — an available bandwidth — . The same abjection applies to claim 19. 

Claims 16-18 are objected to since they all depend from claim 15. 

Claims 20-22 are objected to since these three claims all depend from claim 19. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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4. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1 966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

5. Claims 15 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Momona (US 6,434,1 17) in view of Koch et al. (US 2006/0013247). 

For claim 15, Momona teaches the method for access control in a multicast 
system in which data is sent from a source over a common link to an arbiter node 
associated with a plurality of users, wherein the arbiter node distributes the data to at 
least two users (column [2] lines 17-23), the method comprising the steps of: assigning 
a weight to each user associated with the arbiter node, wherein the weights indicate a 
percentage of the available bandwidth on the common link each user is provisionally 
allowed to use (column [9] lines 5-13); receiving at the arbiter node, a request to join a 
new multicast session from a first user (column [9] lines 5-13); determining by the 
arbiter node, an allowed bandwidth for the first user, wherein the allowed bandwidth for 
the first user is calculated as the available bandwidth on the common link multiplied by 
the weight assigned to the first user (column [10] lines 3-7); comparing by the arbiter 
node, the actual bandwidth for the first user with the allowed bandwidth for the first user 
(column [10] lines 3-7). 
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Momona teaches all the subject matter with the exception of implementing the 
method, determining by the arbiter node, an actual bandwidth that the first user would 
utilize if the request to join the new multicast session is granted, wherein the actual 
bandwidth for the first user is calculated as the sum of the first user's bandwidth part of 
each currently ongoing session in which the first user is a participant plus the first user's 
bandwidth part of the new multicast session, wherein the first user's bandwidth part of 
any given session is calculated as the bandwidth required for the given session divided 
by the total number of users participating in the given session. Koch et al. from the 
same or similar field of endeavor teach implementing fairness of the method, 
determining by the arbiter node, an actual bandwidth that the first user would utilize if 
the request to join the new multicast session is granted (paragraph [0060] lines 1-14), 
wherein the actual bandwidth for the first user is calculated as the sum of the first user's 
bandwidth part of each currently ongoing session in which the first user is a participant 
plus the first user's bandwidth part of the new multicast session, wherein the first user's 
bandwidth part of any given session is calculated as the bandwidth required for the 
given session divided by the total number of users participating in the given session 
(paragraph [0060] lines 1-14); granting the request when the actual bandwidth for the 
first user is less than or equal to the allowed bandwidth for the first user (paragraph 
[0060] lines 1-9); and denying the request when the actual bandwidth for the first user is 
greater than the allowed bandwidth for the first user (paragraph [0060] lines 1-9). Thus, 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to implement the method of 
Koch et al. in the system of Momona. The method of Momona can be implemented on 
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any type of the method, determining by the arbiter node, an actual bandwidth that the 
first user would utilize if the request to join the new multicast session is granted, wherein 
the actual bandwidth for the first user is calculated as the sum of the first user's 
bandwidth part of each currently ongoing session in which the first user is a participant 
plus the first user's bandwidth part of the new multicast session, wherein the first user's 
bandwidth part of any given session is calculated as the bandwidth required for the 
given session divided by the total number of users participating in the given session, 
which is taught by Koch et al. The motivation for using the method of Momona on 
implementing the method, determining by the arbiter node, an actual bandwidth that the 
first user would utilize if the request to join the new multicast session is granted, wherein 
the actual bandwidth for the first user is calculated as the sum of the first user's 
bandwidth part of each currently ongoing session in which the first user is a participant 
plus the first user's bandwidth part of the new multicast session, wherein the first user's 
bandwidth part of any given session is calculated as the bandwidth required for the 
given session divided by the total number of users participating in the given session, is 
to enhance the multicast system having the quality-of-service based on the available 
bandwidth capacity. 

For claim 19, it is similar to claim 15. Claim 19 is rejected for the same reasons 
as applied to claim 15. 
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6. Claims 16-18 and 20-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Momona (US 6,434,117) in view of Koch et al. (US 2006/0013247) 
as applied to claim 15 or 19, and further in view of Richardson et al. (US 
2006/0038877). 

For claim 16, Koch et al. further teach the method, further comprising the steps 
of: determining by the arbiter node, a new allowed bandwidth for the first user by 
multiplying the available bandwidth on the common link by the increased weight 
assigned to the first user (paragraph [0060] lines 1-14); and granting or denying the 
request based on the new allowed bandwidth for the first user (paragraph [0060] lines 1- 
9). 

Momona and Koch et al. teach all the subject matter with the exception of 
implementing the predefined period of time. Richardson et al. from the same or similar 
field of endeavor teach implementing fairness of the method, determining that the first 
user previously used the new multicast session within a previous predefined period of 
time (paragraph [0204] lines 1-3); temporarily increasing the weight assigned to the first 
user (paragraph [0204] lines 3-10). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to implement the method of Richardson et al. in the system of Momona 
and Koch et al. The method of Momona and Koch et al. can be implemented on any 
type of the method implementing the predefined period of time, which is taught by 
Richardson et al. The motivation for using the method of Momona and Koch et al. on 
implementing the predefined period of time is to enhance the multicast system having 
the quality-of-service for the session in the specified amount of time. 
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For claim 17, Momona and Koch et al. teach all the subject matter with the 
exception of comprising, prior to increasing the weight assigned to the first user, the 
step of determining that the first user used the new multicast session for a period of time 
that exceeds a predetermined guarantee time. Richardson et al. from the same or 
similar field of endeavor teach implementing fairness of the method, comprising, prior to 
increasing the weight assigned to the first user, the step of determining that the first 
user used the new multicast session for a period of time that exceeds a predetermined 
guarantee time (paragraph [0204] lines 1-10). Thus, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art to implement the method of Richardson et al. in the system of 
Momona and Koch et al. The method of Momona and Koch et al. can be implemented 
on any type of the method comprising, prior to increasing the weight assigned to the first 
user, the step of determining that the first user used the new multicast session for a 
period of time that exceeds a predetermined guarantee time, which is taught by 
Richardson et al. The motivation for using the method of Momona and Koch et al. on 
comprising, prior to increasing the weight assigned to the first user, the step of 
determining that the first user used the new multicast session for a period of time that 
exceeds a predetermined guarantee time is to enhance the multicast system having the 
quality-of-service for the session in the specified amount of time. 

For claim 18, Momona and Koch et al. teach all the subject matter with the 
exception of detecting that the first user has left the requested multicast session; and in 
response, reducing the weight assigned to the first user to the weight's original value. 
Richardson et al. from the same or similar field of endeavor teach implementing fairness 
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of the method, detecting that the first user has left the requested multicast session 
(paragraph [0204] lines 1-3); and in response, reducing the weight assigned to the first 
user to the weight's original value (paragraph [0204] lines 3-10). Thus, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to implement the method of Richardson et 
al. in the system of Momona and Koch et al. The method of Momona and Koch et al. 
can be implemented on any type of the method detecting that the first user has left the 
requested multicast session; and in response, reducing the weight assigned to the first 
user to the weight's original value, which is taught by Richardson et al. The motivation 
for using the method of Momona and Koch et al. on detecting that the first user has left 
the requested multicast session; and in response, reducing the weight assigned to the 
first user to the weight's original value is to enhance the multicast system having the 
quality-of-service for the session in the specified amount of time. 

For claims 20-22, these three claims are similar to claims 1 6-1 8 individually. 
Claims 20-22 are rejected for the same reasons as applied to claims 16-18. 

Response to Remarks/Arguments 

7. Claims Objections: in the Response, Applicants canceled all of the original 
claims, rendering the previous objections moot. 

8. Claims Rejections: Applicants' arguments filed September 8, 2009 have been 
fully considered but they are not persuasive. 
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On page 6 of the Response with respects to claim 15, Applicants assert the prior 
art doesn't teach "clearly recite the steps and means for determining whether to grant or 
deny a request from a first user to join a new multicast session." 

The prior art teaches to provide a communication network comprising a plurality 
of IEEE-1394 nodes connected to a serial bus, each of the nodes functioning as a 
source node or a destination node for signaling an isochronous channel setup request 
containing session data and signaling an isochronous channel release request, and a 
multicast manager connected to the serial bus (column [2] lines 17-23, Momona). At 
step 1 103, the source node 10A sends a session channel setup request to the multicast 
manager 10D for requesting the bandwidth desired by the destination node 10C. This is 
done by setting the control register 30 of manager 10D with the session data and the 
bandwidth data received with the reservation message from the destination node. If the 
request is granted, a reply packet is transmitted from the multicast manager to the 
source node where the control register 40 is set with the assigned channel number 
(column [9] lines 5-13, Momona). The session setup request from the source node 10A 
is detected at step 1310. Since the resource reservation protocol is a receiver-oriented 
protocol, this request contains the bandwidth the destination node 10C is ready to 
receive as well as the session data. In response to this request, the multicast manager 
10D proceeds to step 131 1 to compare the bandwidth requested by the destination 
node with a value currently set in the bandwidth field of the corresponding entry of 
allocation table 20 (column [10] lines 1-7, Momona). The prior art further teaches in 
operation, an individual ONT 38 may initially receive a unique packet stream from a 
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corresponding OLT module 35 via unique source 33. The unique packet stream may be 
received at a constant rate by the individual ONT 38. The transmission rate may be a 
default rate set by the individual ONT 38 or the OLT module 35 or may be determined 
based on the available bandwidth capacity of the ONT 38 at the time the 
individual ONT 38 requested the stream (Examiner Note: this feature has the 
same function of "determining whether to grant or deny a request from a first 
user to join a new multicast session" as claimed in the current application). The 
individual ONT 38 may then select a second packet stream to receive. The second 
packet stream may be a common packet stream or a different unique packet stream. As 
an example, subscriber devices 39 connected to the individual ONT 38 may send 
an IGMPv2 join request to join a multicast group (paragraph [0060] lines 1-14, Koch 
etal.). 

Based on the fact, Examiner respectfully disagrees that the prior art cited does 
not teach the independent claim 15 as mentioned by Applicants. Independent claim 19 
sets forth similar elements as claim 15's, so the prior art teaches claim 19. Furthermore, 
the cited passages teach dependent claims 16-18 and 20-22 as well. 

Conclusion 

9. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to WEI ZHAO whose telephone number is (571)270-5672. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday, 8:00am-5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Dang Ton can be reached on 571-272-3171 . The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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